Appln.No.: 10/681,861 

Filed: October 8, 2003 

Amendment dated September 18, 2007 

Reply to Office Action mailed July 23, 2007 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-28 are pending in the application. Claims 1-8 and 11-28 were rejected 
and claims 9 and 10 were objected to, in the final Office action mailed July 23, 2007. 
Claims 1-6, 12, and 15 are amended by this response. Claims 1, 12, and 15 are 
independent claims. Claims 2-11, claims 13 and 14, and claims 16-28 depend from 
independent claims 1, 12, and 15, respectively. 

Applicant believes that the claims of the Application define patentable subject 
matter and are allowable, for at least the reasons presented during prior prosecution, 
and those set forth below. 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of pending claims 1-28, in view of 
the following remarks. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 9 and 10 were objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 9 and 10 depend from independent 
claim 1 , which is amended by this response. Applicant believes that amended claim 1 
is allowable for at least the reasons set forth below, and respectfully requests that the 
objection to claims 9 and 10 be withdrawn. 

Rejection of Claims 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claims 1 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
because the claims were allegedly unclear and indefinite. Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the language of claims 1 and 12 is both clear 
and definite. 

Applicant respectfully points out that the instant Office action is not a first Office 
action, and that claims 1 and 12 were examined during preparation of the Office action 
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mailed October 26, 2006. The language of claims 1 and 12 was at that time 
presumably both "clear" and "definite", in that the Office failed to set forth such a 
rejection in the Office action mailed October 26, 2007. Applicant also respectfully 
submits that the instant Office action failed to set forth any assertion that the 
amendments made to claims 1 and 12 in Applicant's response of April 24, 2007 created 
a lack of clarity or indefiniteness in claims 1 and 12. 

Notwithstanding the above, Applicant has amended claims 1 and 12 to further 
clarify the subject matter of claims 1 and 12. Applicant respectfully submits that these 
amendments do not add new matter, that the language of claims 1 and 12 is both clear 
and definite, and respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1 and 12 under 35 
U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, be withdrawn. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1 and 4 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
McClain (U.S. Patent 6,970,189). The Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 
Nevertheless, Applicant has amended claim 1 to more clearly define the subject matter 
of claim 1 . 

With regard to the anticipation rejections, MPEP 2131 states, "[a] claim is 
anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either 
expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
MPEP 2131 also states, "[t]he identical invention must be shown in as complete detail 
as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 
9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

With regard to amended claim 1, the Applicant respectfully submits that McClain 
does not teach, suggest, or disclose, for example, "[a] method for optimizing distribution 
of information, the method comprising generating update information representing at 
least one universal dictionary; communicating the update information to a first electronic 
device and second electronic device, the update information for use by the first 
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electronic device and the second electronic device to maintain a local copy of the at 
least one universal dictionary as a common frame of reference for communication of 
data; and communicating a reduced amount of data from the first electronic device to 
the second electronic device using content of the at least one universal dictionary." 

Applicant respectfully submits that McClain teaches a method of backing 
computer files to a remote data center, by first determining whether first and second 
comparison values of blocks of a computer file at a user computer match first and 
second comparison values of a block in a common library at the remote data center. 
Those blocks for which the first and second comparisons fail to match are transferred 
from the user computer to the remote data center. (Summary) Applicant respectfully 
submits that McClain is different from and does not anticipate Applicant's amended 
claim 1. 

Applicant respectfully submits that McClain fails to teach or suggest, at least, 
"...communicating the update information to a first electronic device and second 
electronic device, the update information for use by the first electronic device and the 
second electronic device to maintain a local copy of the at least one universal dictionary 
as a common frame of reference for communication of data...", as recited in Applicant's 
amended claim 1 . The Office action suggests that the "common files in a common library" 
disclosed by McClain teach the "universal dictionary" of Applicant's claim 1. (Office action, 
page 3) Applicant respectfully disagrees. Applicant respectfully submits that McClain fails 
to teach or suggest that a first electronic device and a second electronic device maintain a 
local copy of the common library as a common frame of reference for communication of 
data, in accordance with Applicant's amended claim 1. Applicant respectfully submit 
that, as is clearly shown in Fig. 1 of McClain, shown below, the "common library" (20) is 
present only at the "data center" 12 of McClain. 
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McClain states, at the Abstract: 



A system backs up computer files to a remote site via 
modem. Files of a user computer that are found in a common 
library at the remote site initially are not copied to the remote 
site, whereas files not in the library are copied to the remote 
site. Then, periodically the user computer determines which 
blocks have been changed, and the user computer transmits 
only changed blocks to the remote site. The blocks are 
gathered in "chunk" files, and when a chunk file reaches a 
predetermined size, it is transmitted to the remote site for 
updating the back up version of the respective file. The 
process then resumes identifying changed blocks. In addition 
to flagging the changed block for transfer, the process 
resynchronizes the local data file with the backed up version 
using a two-step comparison, first comparing the first two 
characters in the block with a pre-stored character set, and 
then, if the first comparison results in a match, comparing a 
digital signature of the changed block with a pre-stored 
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signature. If either comparison results in a mismatch, the test 
is repeated using, as the first byte of the test block, the next 
byte in the sequence. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the above portion of McClain, that includes a 
portion specifically cited in the Office action, illustrates that the term "common" is used by 
McClain to mean a collection of items used by many, and does not teach that "...[a] first 
electronic device and [a] second electronic device maintain a local copy of the common 
library as a common frame of reference for communication of data...", in accordance 
with Applicant's amended claim 1 . Applicant respectfully submits that McClain states, at 
the Summary: 

In another aspect, a system is disclosed for backing 
up files in user computers. The system includes a data 
center including a library of common computer file blocks, 
and a plurality of user computers remote from the data 
center and in communication with the data center. Common 
library logic means determine, for each user computer, 
which if any of the file blocks of the user computer are 
common file blocks by virtue of being contained in the 
common library. Also, initialization logic means are 
associated with each user computer for causing file blocks 
except common file blocks to be transmitted to the data 
center. And, subfile incremental back up logic means are 
associated with each user computer for determining 
changed blocks that have been changed since a 
predetermined back up time. Changed block signals are 
generated in response thereto. Chunk transmission logic 
means are responsive to the subfile incremental logic means 
for sending only changed blocks to the data center in chunks 
having a predetermined size. As disclosed in further detail 
below, synchronizing logic means are responsive to the 
changed block signals for synchronizing the subfile 
incremental logic means. 



The above portion of McClain makes it clear that the user computer may not 
contain any file blocks found in the "common library" of McClain. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully submits that McClain fails to teach or suggest "...communicating the update 
information to a first electronic device and second electronic device, the update 
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information for use by the first electronic device and the second electronic device to 
maintain a local copy of the at least one universal dictionary as a common frame of 
reference for communication of data...", as recited in Applicant's amended claim 1 . 

In addition, Applicant respectfully submits that McClain fails to teach or suggest 
"...communicating a reduced amount of data from the first electronic device to the 
second electronic device using content of the at least one universal dictionary...", as 
recited in Applicant's amended claim 1. As demonstrated above, McClain does not 
teach that the common library is maintained at the user computer. Applicant 
respectfully submits that McClain does not teach or suggest "...communicating a 
reduced amount of data from the first electronic device to the second electronic device 
using content of the at least one universal dictionary...", in accordance with Applicant's 
amended claim 1. 

Based at least upon the above, Applicant respectfully submits that the McClain 
reference fails to teach or suggest each and every element of Applicant's amended 
claim 1, as required by M.P.E.P. §2131, and that a rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) cannot be maintained. 

Therefore, Applicant believes that amended claim 1 is allowable over McClain, 
for at least the reasons set forth above. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-1 1 
depend from allowable claim 1 and are, therefore, also allowable over McClain, for at 
least the same reasons. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection 
of claims 1 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) be withdrawn. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 2 and 3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over McClain, in view of Crayson (U.S. Patent 4,783,841). Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
case of prima facie obviousness for at least the reasons provided below. M.P.E.P. 
§2142 clearly states that "[t]he examiner bears the initial burden of factually supporting 
any prima facie conclusion of obviousness." The M.P.E.P. §2142 goes on to state that 
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"[t]o establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in 
the prior art, and not based on applicant's disclosure." 

With regard to claims 2 and 3, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2 and 3 
are dependent claims of independent claim 1. Applicant believes that claim 1 is 
allowable over the proposed combination of McClain and Crayson, in that Crayson fails 
to overcome the shortcomings of McClain set forth above. Because claim 1 is allowable 
over the combination of McClain and Crayson, Applicant respectfully submits that 
dependent claims 2 and 3 are also allowable, for at least the same reasons. Therefore, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 2 and 3 under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 5-8 and 11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over McClain, in view of Tanimura (U.S. Patent 5,752,039). Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejection. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 5-8 and 11 are 
dependent claims of independent claim 1. Applicant believes that claim 1 is allowable 
over the proposed combination of McClain and Tanimura, in that Tanimura fails to 
overcome the shortcomings of McClain set forth above. Because claim 1 is allowable 
over the combination of McClain and Tanimura, Applicant respectfully submits that 
dependent claims 5-8 and 11 are also allowable, for at least the same reasons. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 5-8 and 11 under 
35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 12-14 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crayson, in view of Mead (U.S. Patent 6,683,993). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
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rejection. Nevertheless, Applicant has amended claim 12 to more clearly describe the 
subject matter of the claim. 

With regard to amended claim 12, Applicant respectfully submits that Mead fails 
to teach, suggest, or disclose, for example, "...[a] method for optimizing distribution of 
information between an electronic device and a server, the method comprising 
accessing at least one universal dictionary by the electronic device and the server, the 
at least one universal dictionary comprising a reference frame of photos; generating at 
least one optimized photo information package, using the reference frame of photos, 
from a new photo acquired by the electronic device; analyzing a plurality of optimized 
photo information packages at the server; updating the at least one universal dictionary 
at the electronic device and the server, based upon the analysis; communicating the at 
least one optimized photo information package from the electronic device to the server; 
receiving the at least one optimized photo information package at the server; 
regenerating the new photo from the at least one optimized photo information package, 
using the universal dictionary; and storing the regenerated new photo in a storage." 

More specifically, Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed combination of 
Crayson and Mead fails to teach, suggest, or disclose, at least, "...analyzing a plurality 
of optimized photo information packages at the server; updating the at least one 
universal dictionary at the electronic device and the server, based upon the analysis...", 
as recited in Applicant's amended claim 12. Applicant appreciates recognition that 
"...Crayson does not disclose analyzing a plurality of photo information packages and 
updating the at least one universal dictionary based upon the analysis...." (Office action, 
page 8). Applicant respectfully notes that Applicant's claim 12 refers to " optimized 
photo information packages". In an effort to remedy the admitted shortcomings of 
Crayson, the Office action turns to Mead. The Office action alleges that Mead discloses 
"...analyzing a plurality of photo information packages and updating the at least one 
universal dictionary based upon the analysis (Column 5, lines 6-19 disclose a video 
image being compared to generic objects of a library and if the objects are not in the 
library, storing the new generic objects in the library.)". (Office action, pages 8-9) 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
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According to Mead, at column 5, lines 6-19: 



In accordance with the present invention, the 
apparatus performs a method of encoding a video signal into 
a bit stream initiated by transform coding of the video signal. 
Based upon the transform coded video signal, the encoder 
extracts at least one object from the video image. Extracting 
can include segmenting the video image into one or more 
objects. Then the encoder computes one or more feature 
quantities for the at least one object. The encoder then 
classifies the at least one extracted object from a set of 
generic objects. Classifying may include comparing the one 
or more feature quantities to stored features of the generic 
objects. If classifying the object is unsuccessful, then the 
resulting unrecognized object may be stored in the set of 
generic objects as a new generic object. 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the Office action has suggested that 
Object Library 22, 32 of Fig. 1 of Mead corresponds to the "universal dictionary" of 
Applicant's claim 12, and that the "...symbolic codes for the objects and the compositing 
information..." of Mead correspond to the "optimized photo information package" of 
Applicant's claim 12. (26 of Fig. 1 of Mead; Office action, pages 8-9) If Applicant were 
to agree with the suggested correspondence, solely for the purpose of argument, 
then Applicant respectfully submits that Mead does not teach or suggest analyzing a 
plurality of symbolic codes for the objects and compositing information and updating the 
Object Library 22, 32 based upon the analysis, in accordance with Applicant's claim 12. 
Instead, Applicant respectfully submits that the cited portion of Mead shown above 
teaches that "...[b]ased upon the transform coded video signal, the encoder extracts at 
least one object from the video image. ... Then the encoder computes one or more 
feature quantities for the at least one object. The encoder then classifies the at least 
one extracted object from a set of generic objects. Classifying may include comparing 
the one or more feature quantities to stored features of the generic objects. If classifying 
the object is unsuccessful, then the resulting unrecognized object may be stored in the 
set of generic objects as a new generic object." In other words, an attempt is made to 
classify an object extracted from a video image using feature quantities of generic 
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objects in the Object Library 22, 32, and if classification is unsuccessful, the 
unrecognized object is added to the Object Library 22, 32. Applicant respectfully 
submits that this is different from and does not teach, suggest, or disclose "...analyzing 
a plurality of optimized photo information packages at the server; updating the at least 
one universal dictionary at the electronic device and the server, based upon the 
analysis...", as recited in Applicant's claim 12. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits 
that the proposed combination of Mead and Crayson fails to teach or suggest at least 
this aspect of Applicant's claim 12. 

Based at least upon the above, Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed 
combination of Crayson and Mead fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
Applicant's amended claim 12, as required by M.P.E.P. §2142, that the Office action 
has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, and that a rejection of claim 
12 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) cannot be maintained. 

Therefore, Applicant believes that amended claim 12 is allowable over the 
proposed combination of references, for at least the reasons set forth above. Applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 13 and 14 depend from allowable claim 12 and are, 
therefore, also allowable over the combination of Crayson and Mead, for at least the 
same reasons. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 
12-14 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 15-25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crayson in view of Tanimura. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 
Nevertheless, Applicant has amended claim 15 to more clearly describe the subject 
matter of the claim. 

With regard to amended claim 15, Applicant respectfully submits that Crayson 
and Tanimura, taken alone or in combination fail to teach, suggest, or disclose, for 
example, "...[a] system for optimizing distribution of information, the system comprising 
a first electronic device capable of at least generating and sending digital information; a 
second electronic device capable of at least receiving, regenerating and storing digital 
information; wherein the first and second electronic devices employ at least one 
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universal dictionary as a frame of reference in generating difference information from 
the digital information at the first electronic device, and in regenerating the digital 
information at the second electronic device, using the difference information; and 
wherein the at least one universal dictionary is updated based upon an analysis of the 
difference information sent between the first electronic device and the second electronic 
device." 

More specifically, Applicant respectfully submits that the Crayson and Tanimura 
references, taken alone or in combination fail to teach, suggest, or disclose "...wherein 
the at least one universal dictionary is updated based upon an analysis of the difference 
information sent between the first electronic device and the second electronic device...", 
as recited in Applicant's amended claim 15. The Office action admits, at page 8, that 
"...Crayson does not disclose analyzing a plurality of photo information packages and 
updating the at least one universal dictionary based upon the analysis...." Applicant 
respectfully submits that Crayson also does not disclose "...wherein the at least one 
universal dictionary is updated based upon an analysis of the difference information 
sent between the first electronic device and the second electronic device...", as recited 
in Applicant's amended claim 15. Applicant respectfully submits that Tanimura also 
does not teach or suggest, at least, "...wherein the at least one universal dictionary is 
updated based upon an analysis of the difference information sent between the first 
electronic device and the second electronic device...", as recited in Applicant's 
amended claim 15. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed 
combination of Crayson and Tanimura fails to teach or suggest at least this aspect of 
Applicant's amended claim 15. 

Based at least upon the above, Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed 
combination of Crayson and Tanimura fails to teach or suggest all of the limitations of 
Applicant's amended claim 15, as required by M.P.E.P. §2142, that the Office action 
has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, and that a rejection of claim 
15 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) cannot be maintained. 

Therefore, Applicant believes that amended claim 15 is allowable over the 
proposed combination of references, for at least the reasons set forth above. Applicant 
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respectfully submits that claims 16-25 depend from allowable claim 15 and are, 
therefore, also allowable over the combination of Crayson and Tanimura, for at least the 
same reasons. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 
15-25 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Claims 26-28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crayson in view of Tanimura, as applied to claim 15, and further in view of Kulkarni et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,775,423, hereinafter "Kulkarni"). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejection. Applicant respectfully submits that claims 26-28 are dependent claims of 
independent claim 15. Applicant believes that amended claim 15 is allowable over the 
proposed combination of references, in that Kulkarni fails to overcome the shortcomings 
of Crayson and Tanimura, as set forth above. Because amended claim 15 is allowable 
over the proposed combination of Crayson, Tanimura, and Kulkarni, Applicant 
respectfully submits that dependent claims 26-28 are also allowable, for at least the 
same reasons. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 
26-28 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

In general, the Office Action makes various statements regarding claims 1-28 
and the cited references that are now moot in light of the above. Thus, Applicant will 
not address such statements at the present time. However, the Applicant expressly 
reserves the right to challenge such statements in the future should the need arise (e.g., 
if such statements should become relevant by appearing in a rejection of any current or 
future claim). 

The Applicant believes that all of claims 1-28 are in condition for allowance. 
Should the Examiner disagree or have any questions regarding this submission, the 
Applicant invites the Examiner to contact the undersigned at (312) 775-8000 for an 
interview. 
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A Notice of Allowability is courteously solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: September 18, 2007 /Kevin E. Born/ 

Kevin E. Borg 

Hewlett-Packard Company Reg. No. 51,486 

Intellectual Property Administration 

Legal Department, M/S 35 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 
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